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[I. Executive summary

A simple tool for monitoring the status of multiplese zones by local people in Bwindi
Impenetrable National Park was developed by thétuhs of Tropical Forest Conservation
(ITFC) together with the Uganda Wildlife Authoritfd WA) with funds from the Bwindi
Mgahinga Conservation Trust (BMCT). This tool ismad at bringing on board resource users in
monitoring plant resource harvest impacts in thétiple use zones of Bwindi in order to engage
and empower them in both data collection and asagsa bottom-up approach. Seven resource
use forest society members from the parishes ofak@ara, Rutugunda, Southern ward,
Mushanje, Nyamabare, Kashasha Muramba and Burendva imvolved in developing the
monitoring tool. Participatory approaches that imed face-to-face interviews, participatory

rural appraisals (PRAs) and forest visits were wserthethods for data collection.

From the interviews and PRAs, we found out thatdineent forest off-take monitoring system
has a number of strengths and weaknesses. Thetstreclude that both UWA staff and
resource users have been adhering to the collamratnagement agreement which clearly sets
the objectives, roles, rights, benefits and resibdites for all stakeholders involved in the
collaborative use and management. More specifichl}/A staff and resource use committees
have ensured that resource users have properfidatiin cards and that the nominated resource
users exhibit high standards of behaviour withim tlational park. They have also developed and
maintained good relationships between memberseofebource users and the national park staff.
On the other hand, the main weaknesses mentiong#dde) failure by park staff to give

feedback to resource users when they record theehoff-takes every harvesting season, refusal



by park managers to increase on the harvest quot@sponse to the numerous requests made

by the resource users and the failure by park siaffsue identification cards to resource users.

In all the parishes, the resource users were eagearticipate in monitoring the status of
Multiple Use Zones (MUZ) using a simple tool basedtheir forest experience and traditional

knowledge.

Forest visits for trying out the new monitoring sofe were carried out in selected four parishes
of Mpungu, Karangara, Rutugunda and SouthernwartdinD field trials, the resource users

agreed to monitor changes in availability of poedht harvestable forest resources as a simple
indicator of the status of resources in Bwindi's K8J We also developed a simple checklist for
monitoring ecological disturbance in MUZs such ias $igns, cutting of poles and presence of
large mammals. Monitoring by local people will beneé by a group of five resource users before
the start of each harvesting season. The local aamtynmonitoring group will be composed of

the Resource Use Committee (RUC) chairperson, Re&Zetary, a representative of basket
makers, a representative of herbalists and a reptasve of the Batwa (where applicable). Park

staff (mainly the CCRs) will participate in this mitoring as observers only
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1.0 Introduction

Multiple Use (MU) also sometimes referred to ased¢mated Resource Use (IRU) is a
collaborative forest management arrangement betweenl people and Bwindi's park
management. The program allows local people acoesstimber forest products such as
medicinal and basketry plants from the forest whil¢ghe same time assisting park management
by reporting illegal activities when observed. IwiBdi Impenetrable National Park (BINP), the
program started in 1994 as a pilot scheme in theeeshes of Mpungu, Nteko and Rutugunda
and now covers 13 other parishes. Nteko a formdtipteiuse zone was later zoned for only

tourism use (Bitarihet al.,2006).

The term “multiple use” initially had a meaning wiultiple land-uses at BINP of biodiversity
conservation, tourism and low impact forest resewse. It later evolved to only low impact forest
resource use (Wild, 2001). Under this programnegllpeople were allowed to access weaving and
medicinal plants from Bwindi Impenetrable forestchl people were also allowed to carry out
beekeeping at the park periphery in the south-eaptat of Bwindi Park (Wild and Mutebi, 1996;

ITFC, 1999; Wild, 2001).

The MU activities are restricted to only 20% of BINt the park periphery in areas called Multiple
Use Zones (MUZs) (Wild, 2001; Bitarihet al.,2006). The Multiple Use Program (MUP) was set
up on the premise that when local people accesfotast for NTFPs, the park management/local
people relationships will greatly improve. Whileetlocal people access the forest for livelihoods,

park management benefits by the local people agsist monitoring the forest parts used for



resource access through reporting illegal actsvisiech as poaching and pitsawing when observed
(Cunningham, 1992; Multiple use MoUs, 1994; Wild)02). This is a collaborative forest

management type of arrangement.

Monitoring of plant harvest impacts is an integrait of determining sustainability of the harvested
forest plants and therefore the MUP. It is gengralicepted that sustainable harvest of plant
resources may be determined though the plant's @noiomass production, recruitment and

mortality rates studies or through plant populatiwatrix models (Godoy and Bawa, 1993; Hall and
Bawa, 1993; Peters, 1994; Shatlal., 1995; Bitarihcet al.,2006). These are long term studies and
involve setting up of permanent sample plots (PS#Ps) technical data analysis by specialist

biologists.

Plant harvest impacts monitoring in BINP did ndtetglace until 2001. The Institute of Tropical
Forest Conservation (ITFC) set up PSPs in 2001 WdZM and non-MUZs. Three highly
used/demanded plants dRytigynia kigeziensis Ocotea usambarensisand Loeseneriella
apocynoidesare being studied in the PSPs (Bitarétoal., 2006; Ndangalasi, Bitariho & Dovie,
2007). The PSPs provide data on the annual biopradsiction of harvested plants and population
dynamics matrix models of the plants. The purpdsgetecting the different sites of PSPs (MUZ
and non-MUZs) is to compare the ecological behawiothe selected plants under different

conditions outlined above and therefore be abtetect the impact of harvesting such plants.



To compliment the ITFC PSPs for harvested plantitoong, UWA set-up a system of recording
harvested plant off-takes by local resource useosigh the resource user committees called forest
societies. Data on forest off-takes is recordedh®y chairman of the forest society after each
harvest season. Information recorded include, déteollection, name of collector, harvested

plant name, amount harvested, time taken and gallactivity observed.

Forest society records describe methods for qusskssment of the abundance and distribution
of the resource plants. Time taken to harvest atplsource for example is assumed to provide
a quick clue on the abundance of the resource. érohgurs taken to harvest a resource plant
than was previously would indicate that the plangxperiencing over-harvesting (Bitariabal.,
2001). Also the amount of harvested plant matégat from offtake records) is compared with
the amount the plant produces annually (got frorR$&ata). Therefore both the PSPs data and
the off-takes data are essential in determiningdsied plant sustainability in Bwindi (Peters,

1994; Cunningham, 2001; Bitariled al.,2006).

2.0 Problem statement

Determining sustainable plant resource harvestivegolong term studies (over 5 years) for
determining harvested plant yields, mortality ratesruitment rates and population matrix models
(Hall & Bawa, 1993, Godoy & Bawa, 1993, Peters,4Bheilet al.,2005; Ticktin, 2004). Yet in
most cases protected area managers need quickrarfsara researchers on the impacts of the
MUP and plant harvesting. The ITFC’'s PSPs baseditorarg system has been criticized for
being too technical and that it takes long to ssailts for incorporation in reviewing annual

plant harvest quotas for local communities (e.gveéyaet al., 2001). The local community



offtake recording system has weaknesses in thatetsm@s resource users do not record
harvested plant off-takes. It is also difficultrexord the medicinal plants that are harvested dail
when needed as opposed to the seasonal harvdst bhsket weaving plants (Bitarileo al.,
2004b). Whereas the scientific methods pointed alme very useful in providing information
from monitoring the sustainability of plant resauitarvest, the methods do not engage the local
people involved in the plant resource harveststhadharvesters get to know about the impacts

from the park authorities (top-down approach).

Presently the forest societies are no longer adikes in the past and some resource users
interviewed have mentioned that they no longer hwoleetings (Bitarihoet al., 2004b). To
compound this problem, Bwindi’'s park managemeninserot to analyze the plant offtake data
and take the feedback to the local forest socieliégre are no incentives or motivation for
resource users to record plant off-takes and pakagement to analyze and take back feedbacks
like was in the past. There is a dire need of plasburce monitoring methods that are simple to
use and therefore easy to engage the local peopb®th data collection and analysis in a
bottom-up approach. This method could complimem tbchnical methods pointed above.
Indeed Bitariho (2013) recommended a need for audol that engages the local people in plant

resource harvests.

3.0 Study justification

The present thinking of most researchers and parlagers is in favour of involving local people in
the management of natural resources (Castro & @&e®001; Dietz, Ostrom & Stern, 2003; Sheil

and Lawrence, 2004; Garcia and Lescuyer, 2008).yMapical countries have thus developed



mechanisms of integrating the participation of Irgeople in park management systems such as
natural resource monitoring (Sheil and Lawrenc®420arcia and Lescuyer, 2008). In most case
studies, most of the participatory park managemaedt monitoring systems are to a great extent
driven by external factors such as donors and Imawvemal impact at the local level. This is

evidenced by the fact that when funds from donesese, the systems become dysfunctional (Garcia

and Lescuyer, 2008).

The Bwindi’'s multiple use monitoring programme isase in point. ITFC’s PSPs for monitoring
harvested plant resources were established in B@8&r an Ecological Monitoring Programme
(EMP) funded by the Royal Netherlands Governmemuih the Bwindi Mgahinga Conservation
Trust. When this funding ended in 2004, the plasburce impact monitoring stopped. This was
later revived in 2006 when ITFC got funds from otdenors such as the USAID and MacArthur
foundation that also later ceased the funding. '8egmtly the plant resource monitoring activity is

not longer taking place in Bwindi.

The BINP’s local community plant offtake monitorisgstem was greatly initiated and funded by
CARE’s-Development through conservation (DTC) wéhhnical assistance from ITFC to UWA
(Bitariho et al.,2004b). The DTC programme facilitated the plafta&e recording by training the
forest society members and UWA staff in recording analyzing the data. It also facilitated UWA
staff with allowances while in the field monitoritige offtake records (Mugyerwa Benon-former
community conservation wardgrersonal communicationsThis was during the existence of the

CARE-DTC project from 1994 to 2001.
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Several authors have pointed out that the sucdesgfilementation of a local monitoring system
should be the one that reinforces the roles ofl looanmunities as managers and co-managers of
natural resources by giving due importance to ttraditional knowledge (Davesgt al., 2001,
Sheil and Lawrence, 2004; Fragaral., 2006; Lawrenceet al., 2006; Bonis-Charanclet al.,
2007; Garcia and Lescuyer, 2008). One of the reafamthe weakness of the local community
monitoring system in BINP is the importance attacteecosystem variables by donor agencies
and UWA while the local people are mainly interdsite the socio-economic impacts resulting
from the management of the ecosystem (Balint 20@&in et al., 2003; Garcia and Lescuyer,
2008). The local people would like to see incemtigbvious to them from the monitoring system
(Garcia and Lescuyer, 2008; Douglas Shaisonal communicatiopsThere is therefore a need to
involve local communities in the initiation, desigm and implementation of a simple monitoring

system for the BINP’s MUP in a participatory manner

This monitoring tool compliments other monitoringsteems already set up by UWA and
therefore complements other efforts set up to e¥fely involve the local people and offset the
weaknesses pointed out above. The monitoring tamleldped and presented herein is
participatory and involves local communities andkpananagers, key stakeholders in the

multiple use program.

4.0 Study objectives

The major goal of this study was to develop a sargiid participatory plant harvest monitoring
tool that supports the present ecological monitph the status of foresesources in BINP.

The other specific objectives were to:-
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i) Assess strengths and weaknesses of the curreat doenmunity plant offtake
monitoring system

i) Determine how local people (resource users) ankl p@nagers could be motivated
to fully participate in forest resource offtake ntoring system

i) Determine local people and park managers’ viewhow to improve the current
plant offtake recording in Bwindi

iv) Recommend a simple local community forest resomanitoring tool to be used by resource

users in the multiple use zones

5.0 Methods

5.1 Interviews

Face-to-face interviews were carried out with ReseuJse Committee (RUC) members and
park staff using a semi-structured questionnairee (@ppendix for questionnaire). We
interviewed the RUC members from Karangara, RutdgurSouthern ward, Mpungu sub
county- (Muramba, Buremba) Mushanje, Nyamabarekashasha parishes. The park managers
interviewed were Community Conservation Warden (QCRésearch and Monitoring Warden
(R&MW) and Community Conservation Rangers from BIMPtotal of 20 RUC members from
the plant harvest zones mentioned above were iateed while a total of seven UWA staff
were interviewed). The interviews conducted hadnegeded questions and free ranging
guestions on plant resource offtake monitoring. Sahthe questions asked included strengths
and weaknesses of the current forest offtake mongosystem, forest offtake data analysis,
what can be improved, how the forest offtake datased and issues to do with motivation for

forest offtake data recording and analysis.
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5.2 Participatory Rural Appraisals

After the interviews above, we used participatanyal appraisals (PRAS) in the parishes of
Karangara, Rutugunda, Southernward, Mpungu subgo(Muramba, Buremba), Mushanje,
Nyamabare and Kashasha to get local people’s vawsideas on plant harvest monitoring in
BINP. The community members were divided into twoups of Batwa and Bakiga in the
parishes of Karangara, Rutugunda and Mpungu. Toxpgrwere met separately to ensure equal
participation and avoid suppression of the margiedl community members such as Batwa and
women. The PRA team comprised of the community emation warden (CCW), warden
research and monitoring (WR&M), community consenvatrangers (CCRs) from BINP and

research officer (RO), herbarium technician anéaesh volunteer from ITFC.

Presentations from the CCW/CCRs were made on tfjectoles, roles and responsibilities of
different stakeholders in the multiple use programitarihoet al., 2001). Specific emphasis
was made on the role of forest resource usersdrctiirent plant harvest monitoring system.
New roles and responsibilities applicable to thes h@cal community plant monitoring system

were also suggested.

The RO together with the WR&M presented to the liogaople the current UWA/local
community plant harvest monitoring system. Key ltssintom local community off-takes records
were presented to the local people as a way ofbedd In particular the RO and WR&M
highlighted successes, failures and problems ofcthieent plant offtake recording system and

the importance of recording off-takes.

The RO further presented to the forest resource gsmups ITFC's two methods of plant

abundance assessment used in BINP (a comparisenbpéctive focused searches and plot
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methods). The two methods have been used in asggsisints to be harvested in Bwindi by
local people and have shown not to differ in tlsisessments of the plants. Suggestions of a new
plant harvest monitoring system based on the stipgetocused searches and spearheaded by

the local communities (forest societies) were atsale.

The PRA team presented opportunities to the loeaple to respond to the presentations above.
Every issue that participants mentioned was writtera flip chart to help participants visualize
and reflect on the identified issues. Solutions @leés for the development of a better system
were thus sought from them. Local community membsese allowed to ask questions,
supplement and discuss the PRA team'’s presentatiithsa view to determining an acceptable
monitoring system. An open ended discussion waswraged to freely exchange views on the

current multiple use programme and its problemga(Bioet al.,2001).
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Photo 1: A PRA exercise in Nyamabare parish

6.0 Results/Findings

Using face-to-face interviews, we found out that tturrent forest off-take monitoring system
has a number of strengths and weaknesses. All Rei@bars and most of the park staff (5 out
of the 7) interviewed said that they were awararmd had participated in recording forest off-
takes. However, all of the RUC members and a fetk p&ff (2 out 7) said that they were not
aware of and had not participated in the currestesy of monitoring plant harvest impacts using
Permanent Sample Plots (PSPs) established by InfE@&iMUZs. More specifically, both park

staff and RUC members mentioned the current systetrengths as;

* Resource users and CCRs were trained and knowdquaintify and record off-takes
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« Plant offtake data sheets used are simple to itiH thhe help of CCRs
* Resource users willingly declare their off-takessrirording

* RUCs are given copies of MoUs which have clear gjinés

» Park staff escort Resource users during harvesgegions

* RUC members have a cordial relationship with pakf.s

In addition, some strengths of the current monigsystem were mentioned by park staff alone

and others by RUC members alombose mentioned by park staff alone are:

» Harvesting sessions are easy to supervise

* The system is flexible and allows herbalists taeasgark resources outside the season
« UWA and ITFC have competent staff to analyse dfetdata

* The system has helped local communities to befrefit conservation

* The system has helped park in problem animal manegg reporting illegal activities

and putting out forest fires.

On the other hand, the strengths mentioned by RUC embers alone are;

* Resource users report illegal activities in muétipke zones

* Resource users have village SACCOs where they geéyto buy stationery etc

* RUCs that help in recording off-takes were demacady elected

* Resource users have regular meetings to prepateafgesting and to resolve resource

use conflicts.

Furthermore, the park staff and RUC members meatiomeaknesses/problems affecting the

current system of monitoring plant harvest (seel@db. From the weaknesses mentioned, it is
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apparent that the current system suffers from syistand structural problems which need to be
addressed. As an example, park staff and RUC menplménted out that forest off-take data has
not been analysed and as a result park manageesneaer taken feedback on off-takes to the
resource users. This could be attributed to the faat UWA’s research and monitoring

department which is responsible for doing suchyaesl has rarely been involved in the multiple
use program. It is also important to note thatvikedity of analyses and feedback on off-takes is
not only for motivating resource users but it iscafor keeping park managers informed about

the status of PA resources in the multiple use zone

The respondents also suggested a number soluttwnadtiressing weaknesses in the current
plant harvest monitoring system and these inclpdeviding logistical and technical support to
UWA'’s research and monitoring department, sharitfigade results among partners, reviewing
the current monitoring system so that all stakedisldcan participate more effectively and
increasing harvest quotas as a way of motivatingoRee users (see Table 2 for the suggested

solutions).

Table 1: Weaknesses/problems of the current pliétatke recording system

a) Park staff

— Data analysis has not been done and thereforeedbdek to resource users

— The data has errors due to overestimation and astileation of quantities harvested

— Results of the plant harvest impact monitoring ByC have not been shared

— There are data gaps in off-takes data for somslpesie.g. Mpungu (shows no harvests)

— Herbalists have not been recording off-takes whew tollect herbal medicines

— R&M has not been involved in the current plant lestvmpact monitoring activities

— Poaching in the harvest zones is unexpectedly high

— Resource users sometimes sneak into the park aedsaPA resources illegally

— Resource users do not harvest enough quantitithe dbrest resources they want

— Many Resource users are old and cannot go to Hasadbeir own but send their sons to
replace them

— Resource users want other resources not in the MalJ$ioe-handles, fish and bamboo

— Some resource users joined expecting other parlkfit®re.g. community enterprise
projects
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Resource users do not come for resource harvesingebecause there are no incentives
Resource users do not inform the CCRs in time whey want to go for harvesting
Beekeepers want to harvest honey and plant resowvben their cards are only for
beekeeping

Some leaders of RUCs are weak and this resultsonmobilization and conflicts

RUC members

Park staff have not been giving feedback on ofesattata recorded by them

Results of PSP assessments have not been shahnedesiburce users

Resource users have requested for more PA resdunceshe park in vain

Resource users fail to harvest sufficient quastitiele to the time given to them to
harvest (only twice a year leading to no or littervests)

The multiple use zones given for resource hanastsmall (need to expand them)
Some rangers mistreat resource users suspectimgtthiee poachers

Some Resource users have not been trained in tyiagtand recording off-takes

Park does not facilitate the RUCs with books, pergfiles for keeping off-take records
Resource users struggle to find CCRs because Q@R from the RU communities
RU meetings are poorly attended because RUCs lmm®ney for mobilization
Resource users lack field gear necessary for copitigthe difficult forest conditions

Table 2: Views on how the weaknesses/problems eadtressed

a)

Park staff

ITFC should provide technical support to R&M foralyzing off-takes data

Park should fund R&M to participate in plant hatvegpact monitoring activities

CCRs and RUC members should be re-trained in dyargiiand recording off-takes

Park should hold regular meetings with Resourcesus@ad inform them about the
prevalence of illegal activities in the harvest esrso that the Resource users can
become more vigilant

Resource users should also be sensitized on thedtauotas and why it is not allowable
to harvest from ecologically sensitive areas eogillg habitats

NGOs including BMCT, IGCP, CARE and CTPH should gap on-farm cultivation as
a long-term intervention for addressing the probleinthe ever-increasing demand for
park resources

Weighing scales as opposed to simple estimatiomowtitany scientific equipment should
be used to measure off-takes in kilos so as tomina@ errors of overestimation and
underestimation

Parishes with weak RUCs should elect new and capaatiers

Beekeepers who want to harvest plant resourcesetisagy honey should be given dual
user cards

Park should link traditional herbalists and craftakers with professional practitioners
like UCOTA to enable them bargain better and eaonenfrom their products

The current system of monitoring the impact of leating park resources should be
reviewed so that all stakeholders participate abfiv

In reviewing MoUs, RUC members should be given dditaonal role of supervising
harvests in the park when park has shortage of avegp

Resource users who become inactive for a long émgethose who do not take part in
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harvesting and RU meetings for a year, should ceade members and their ID cards
should be withdrawn

b) RUC members

— Park should increase harvest quotas, expand hawess and allow more harvest days

— Park should give regular feedback on plant offtd&&a analysis

— ITFC should share PSP results

— Park and partners should periodically train Respusers for effective monitoring of
plant harvest impacts

— Resource users should be allowed to periodicatBtean different harvest zones to
allow for regeneration of park resources

— Park should allow Resource users to harvest marggbfftakes when harvest quotas
become insufficient and especially if the offtaletadanalysis show so

— Researchers with experimental plots inside MUZsikhmform RUCs whether they can
harvest from the tagged plants

— Rangers and Resource users should have regulangsett address resource use
conflicts

— Park and partners should provide Resource usensrant-proof clothes, gumboots and
gloves

— Park should give Resource users uniforms to us&wiey are in the forest so that
rangers can easily distinguish them from poachers

— Park should involve Resource users in forest mamagt activities like removing
invasive species and maintaining the park boundary

6.1 How to improve plant off-take recording and analysis

From the interviews, it emerged that RUC membeds@ark staff encounter many problems in
recording and analysing plant off-takes data (Ta)leFirst, the resource users mentioned that
they feel unappreciated by park despite the hand Wy do in recording forest off-takes. They
also face logistical challenges since they havéanitation for transport, lunch and airtime on
the days of harvesting when off-takes are recor@ad.their part, park staff highlighted the
problems of shortage of manpower, poor quality athdand late delivery of the data recorded.
Of particular concern about data quality is that threst off-take data has many gaps in some
parishes and that local communities use differecallnames for the same plant. Park staff also
said that they lack equipment to use in data citlece.g. GPS units and the R&M department

has no funds to analyze and take back feedbackoasred. Some of the solutions to the afore-
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mentioned problems include; rewarding the best datkectors, providing lunch and transport

allowances for RUCs, organizing exchange visits rmgneesource user groups, training and

recruiting park staff, providing GPs units and miotgcles for CCRs and organising regular

meetings (see Table 4 for more on the possibldisnk).

Table 3: Views on the problems encountered dutiegcurrent plant off-take recording/analysis

a)

Park staff

Park management has not prioritized analysis ofakés data

Park does not have data entry clerks who wouldsaagih timely inputting of the data
Resource users use different local names for time ggant and this is problematic during
analysis

Off-take data is often delivered late and sometithesdata is not submitted at all

There are gaps in the off-take data which hassbdan entered in the computer

RUC members have often mixed upirées on the data sheets e.g. writing the nanikeo
harvest zone instead of the resource harvested

When it rains, Resource users disperse withoutrdety

There is a tendency by some Resource users to-dedkre their off-takes thinking that
if they declared all the off-takes park authoritresuld decrease harvest quotas

CCRs do not have GPS units for recording locatiaia @f the area harvested

There is limited facilitation for CCRs to deliveatd since most of them lack motorcycles
There is no facilitation for R&M to interface witResource users during harvesting and
recording off-takes

RUC members

Resource users walk long distances looking foablatsites for recording off-takes
Resource users lack community halls where theyasaamble for recording off-takes
CCRs bring data sheets for recording off-takeseglate and sometimes they forget to
bring them

RUC members walk quite a distance to submit filledata sheets to the CCRs

RUCs feel that park staff don’'t appreciate thedhawork Resource users put into
recording off-takes

RUCs have to be present every day of harvestingdord off-takes which sometimes
takes a full day’s work yet they have no facilibatifor lunch and transport

Table 4: Views on how the problems of current plaffittake recording/analysis can be solved

a)

Park staff

Park should recruit data entry clerks in reseanchraonitoring department

Park should recruit and train staff in communitynservation department for analyzing
data

Resource users should be sensitized about the galleclaring all the off-takes and the
criteria used by park to determine harvest quotas

Park staff and Resource users should have regutatimgs for giving feedback and
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discussing how to improve the quality of offtakeadeollected

NGOs and park should provide CCRs with GPS units

NGOs and park should provide motorcycles for CGRddliver data and carry out other
duties

Community conservation department should desigmgofor tracking the data at the
ranger outposts and at the park headquarters iorBah

NGOs and park should give rewards to the best pamigy CCRs and RUC members
who excel in collecting good quality data

Park should facilitate R&M to interface with Resoairusers during harvesting and
recording off-takes

RUC members

Park and partners should build community halls wiHeesource users can assemble for
recording off-takes and holding RU meetings

Park should organize exchange visits as a way @fggating best practice among RU
groups

RUC members should be accorded greater respectpgndciation by all stakeholders
Chairpersons and other RUC members who participatecording off-takes should be
facilitated with lunch and transport allowancesloa days of harvesting

CCRs should endeavour to collect data sheets frif@<Rrather than waiting for the
latter to bring them to the ranger outposts

6.2 How to Motivate RUC members and park staff

Four out of seven park staff interviewed said ttregy were motivated by their roles and
responsibilities in the current system of resouraesesting. Those who did not feel motivated
cited the problem of not involving R&M staff in MU&ttivities and the inactive resource users
who seem to be uninterested in the program as medso their dissatisfaction with the current
arrangement. When asked whether they were willingantinue participating in this program
notwithstanding the lack of motivation, the two lpataff members said that resource users
should show more cause for having the multiple pregram in Bwindi by participating more
actively and stopping illegal activities. On théat hand, all the interviewed park staff members
were of the view that harvesting resources issalfitmotivation for the harvesters to participate

in monitoring MUP plant harvest.
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Asked what would motivate them as park staff toadalysis of off-takes more regularly, they
mentioned a number of motivation needs including tleed for developing management
guestions that should be answered using the datdfdakes and the frequency for doing such
analyses, the need for involving park staff in IT:@ssessments as well as training park staff in
data collection, analysis and report writing and tieed for active participation and showing

interest in the multiple use program by the resewsers.

On the question of motivating RUCs to effectively dlfil their roles and responsibilities,

park staff who were interviewed suggested that;

* RUCs should be motivated by giving them reguladfeek on the offtake data

* increasing plant harvest quotas when the offtaka decessitates so

* Initiating more community enterprises for incomegeation

» Supporting resource users’ SACCOs (VSLA)

» Park staff escorting resource users during harvgsti

 Paying RUC chairpersons a motivation fee to hold anganise regular meetings
including offtake recording

» Organizing and registering RU groups for improvearketing and giving them material
support in form of uniforms. Suggested possiblerses could be from conservation
NGOs such as CARE, REPA, BMCT, IGCP and lodges fiderge from Bwindi's

booming tourism.

On their part, RUC members said that they have mge¢ feedback of the forest off-take
recording. However, they feel motivated participgtin the current system of plant harvest
impact monitoring by the desire to let the parkkrtbat they are interested in the MU program
since they have benefited much from PA resourcdsaauld like the program to continue. They
are also motivated by the desire to assist UWAoimserving PA resources and that UWA would

in turn allow increased harvest quotas and aceesgher PA resources e.g. hot springs, mud
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fish, mushrooms, wild yams, bamboo and hoe-handifeaddition, RUC members suggested
more issues which they would consider as motivatidrese include park staff giving them a
share of revenue sharing money; the park suppotheg SACCOs (VSLA) and the park
allowing them to harvest more resources since Wit currently harvest is very little (see also

Table 5).

a) What motivates you as RUC membersin monitoring plant harvest?

- We feel proud working with park staff and if we oed off-takes well UWA may give us jobs

— Resource users elected us to serve them and wet deant to disappoint them

— Sensitization by park staff helped us to appreacidte we should be recording off-takes

- We also record off-takes so that we can have petmisell our products in the local markets

— Park and NGOs have been involving us in meetingsrarkshops

b) What else would you consider as motivation?

- Park should give us jobs to work as UWA staff

- Park and NGOs should pay us monthly allowancegsieassist park in monitoring PA resources

— Park and NGOs should give us money for lunch, prartsand communication during harvesting
seasons

- Park and NGOs should support our children in schea way of appreciating our work

— Park and NGOs should give us bicycles to ease otk af mobilizing members for RU activities

— Park, NGOs and Resource users should give us aprasants/rewards to the best performers

— Parka and NGOs should buy for us uniforms e.g.,daglsrts, badges for all Resource users

- Park and NGOs should help us to market our products

— Park and the NGOs should organize for us learniokshops and seminars

— Park should allow us to harvest in more than omezw that we can get sufficient off-takes

6.3 How to use the plant off-take data

Majority of RUC members said that park managershbefrom the offtake data recording the
most. They mentioned that the park managers maisky the data for monitoring illegal
activities and for controlling resource harvesttite multiple use zones. Nonetheless, the
resource users also felt that recording off-takelpdthem to gain recognition from park and
other conservationists and to show that they adead complying with the memoranda of
understanding which they signed with park managéds. the other hand, park staff said that

both park and resource users benefit from recordifitakes. They said that off-takes data is not
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only useful for monitoring the status of plantstie harvest zones but it is also important for

addressing park-community conflicts since bothiparare involved in monitoring PA resources.

Asked how they would like the off-takes resultsafly used, RUC members suggested a number
of management optiond. the results show a declining status of harvested seurces, Park
managers;

* Could reduce the frequency of harvesting

* Reduce harvest quotas of the declining harvestireso

» Suspend harvesting of the affected plants

» Gazette more harvest zones

» Expand existing harvest zones to include areasemherdeclining plants are abundant
» Allow resource users to harvest substitute plants.

* Alternate the harvest zones and osmipulation techniques to encourage recovery

* Promote on-farm adaptation in the community

» If the plant resource decline is so severe, nodstitvg should be allowed.

If results show a healthy status of harvested resoces, park managers should;
* Increase harvest quotas of the affected plants
« Allow resource users keep harvesting in the curzenes
* Increase on the frequency of harvesting the plants

* Allow more days in a harvesting season and incré@saumber of resource users.

If the results show neither a declining nor a healty status of harvested resources, park
could;
* Maintain the status quo whereby the harvest qubi@s/est zones, number of resource

users and harvesting seasons remain unchanged.

Responding to the same question of how they wolukl off-takes results finally used, park
managers suggested similar management option® tontks pointed out by RUC members. But
they also suggested that if the resources dedlesgurce users should be informed about the

need for reducing quotas and studies carried out/estigate the cause of the decline.
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6.4 How to improve the current plant offtake data collection

Park staff and RUC members were also asked to stggeecific recommendations for
improving the current system of recording plant-takes. Key among the recommendations
made by both parties the need to review and revise the monitoring system such that new and
mor e agreeable harvesting regimes, guotas and tools are developed in a participatory manner.

Below are the specific recommendations made by patk staff and RUC members;

How can resource users be motivated and empowered to participate in park management?

— Park should provide facilitations to the RUCs stgtionery, rain gear and gumboots

— Park should allow resource users harvest moretfptasts after offtake data analysis say so
— Park and ITFC should give regular feedback on tfieke data collected and analysed

— Park and NGOs should build an office/multi-purpbaé for RU operations and meetings

— Park should give special consideration for resoussss to benefit from the revenue sharing
- UWA'’s law enforcement department should providérae for reporting illegal activities

- R&M department should pay resource users a dawaiioe on the days of monitoring

— Park should support RU savings schemes using ttikagevy and revenue sharing funds

— Park should allow resource users track gorillasramcentive

— Park and ITFC should organise learning workshojplss@minars for resource users

— Park should train and equip selected resource asdal community forest guards

Other recommendations include:

* MoUs should be reviewed as soon as possible ghatmiid-term reviews are long
overdue

» Resource users should be involved in determinimgdsa quotas using off-take results

* Improve data collection, analysis and feedback

* CCRs should help resource users in correcting Restavhen recording off-take data

* The data sheets for recording off-take data shbealdimplified and made clearer

* Revise the bundles, handfuls and head-loads usgahintifying off-takes

* CCRs should meet with resource users at leastebtaryear
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Quatrterly reports from the off-take data collecs&éduld be produced regularly and
shared as a feedback mechanism

ITFC should involve park staff especially CCRs BRPassessments

ITFC and other researchers should share findingsieftific studies on the status of PA
resources

Multiple use areas should be re-zoned especialBrevtourism is booming

Resource users who have been arrested for poashauld be removed from the MU
program

Park should re-visit the list of plant species vhéce allowed for harvesting since many
species were left out of the current MoUs and lyey tare considered important by
resource users

Park should allow resource users access to othee§rces such as fish, firewood,
mushrooms, wild honey and old boundary trees

Park should allow resource users more access tbdmmrhizomes and forest seedlings
for on-farm cultivation in the communities

Park staff and resource users should have reguatings to communicate better to each
other issues of resource harvest and illegal d@ietsvin harvest zones

Park should promote sustainable harvest methodaghrconservation education
programmes

Park should support exchange visits among RU grtmgadly, nationally and in the
region so that they can improve their leadershillssknd quality of products as well as
find market

Park should support RU savings schemes using nfomeythe revenue sharing program
ITFC and park should involve resource users inugsassessments to determine what
can be allowed for harvesting

Park should take action when resource users rélegal activities in harvest zones

Park should give regular feedback from the offtdata

Park, researchers and resource users should hiavengetings to share information

about resource harvest impacts and how to managehtilenges
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* Resource users should be represented on park ctasitandling community
interventions like revenue sharing so that theymaticipate in park’s decision-making
processes

» Park should involve resource users in problem anmaagement especially when it
comes to guarding against crop raiders

» Park should consider resource users for goats gimder the revenue sharing program

» All stakeholders should have joint monitoring aitias

* Finally, there is need to develop a simple toolfmmitoring offtake harvesting inside the

park

6.5 Recommended local community plant harvest monitoring method

During the PRA exercises above, ITFC made briekgm&ations on a method of subjective
focussed searches that was used for comparisorts avitandom plot method (for plant
abundance assessment) in the MUZs. Particular asigolvas made on the reliability of both
approaches in assessing plant abundances. ITFCilsesthe simple procedures involved in
focused searches whereby the observer(s) whileingallk multiple use zones records the status
of the plants based on visual stem abundances.sedcsearches employ a simple system of
scoring plant abundances based on what one caandemunt. Plants are recorded as ‘abundant’
if more than ten plant stems of a species aretedurmot abundant’ if less than ten stems are
counted and ‘absent’ if no single plant stem isepbsd. This method was used previously
alongside the random sample plots by ITFC whileessag plant resource abundance in the
MUZs. The method did not differ significantly insessing abundance of resource plants from
the random sample plots established by ITFC. Afierpresentations, resource users were asked
if they considered subjective focused searcheslsiapd participatory and thus suitable for the
new monitoring arrangement. Animated discussionseevemncouraged with a view of finding

other alternative methods that could be used bgures users in monitoring plant harvest
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impacts and whether this method could be used &y tto monitor plant harvest impacts. In all
PRAs, it turned out that the majority of resoursers were in favour of using focused searches
with slight modifications and as such it was deemedecessary to explore alternative methods.
As a way forward, resource users asked ITFC togethita UWA to train them in using the
subjective focused searches method since they fdaueasy to learn and apply in the forest.
They also requested for facilitation in terms oblsofor data collection, forest gear and
monitoring allowances. A simple monitoring tool be used by resource users was therefore
designed by ITFC to facilitate the RUCs in monigriplant harvest impacts (see attached

appendix).
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8.0 Appendix 1

9 A simple monitoring tool for local community use in Bwindi’s
Multiple Use Zones

9.1 Introduction

A simple tool for monitoring the status of multiplese zones by local people in Bwindi
Impenetrable National Park was developed by thétuhs of Tropical Forest Conservation
(ITFC) together with the Uganda Wildlife Authoritf WA) with funds from the Bwindi
Mgahinga Conservation Trust (BMCT). Seven foresbuece user societies in the parishes of
Karangara, Rutugunda, Southern ward, Mushanje, lHpanre, Kashasha and Mpungu sub-
county (Muramba, Buremba) were involved in deveigpihe monitoring tool with a view to
engaging the local people in both data collectiod analysis in a bottom-up approach. A
participatory approach which involved face-to-faogerviews, participatory rural appraisals
(PRAs) and forest visits was used to seek locapleeo views in developing the simple local

community monitoring scheme.

Availability of potentially harvestable forest resoes in Bwindi’'s Multiple Use Zones (MUZS)
will be monitored using a simple method of subjeetiocused searches. This was also agreed
upon by RUCs and resource users during intervi®#As and field trials. Local community
monitors were trained in searching for and recadime abundance of potentially harvestable
forest resources using subjective focused seardhasg field trials. In this regard, forest
resources in MUZs will be considered abundant ifot@nore stems of a harvestable plant are
encountered during forest walks, also the planlisb&iconsidered rare if less than 10 stems of a
harvestable plant are encountered and not foutiteifnonitors do not encounter any stem of a

harvestable plant (see data sheet for use in app@hdNote that the harvestable class varies
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among species as some forest resources becomestadteewhen in flower (e.gSetaria

plicatilis andSericostachys scandgre when they are large enough to produce subatdoark

for harvesting (e.gOcotea usambarensandRytigynia kigeziensjs

9.2 Who will be involved?

>

The monitoring will be done on a seasonal basis lgyoup of five resource users who
will be selected by RUCs in each parish.

Each local community monitoring group (LCMG) wilelzomposed of the of the RUC
chairperson, RUC secretary, a representative okebasiakers, a representative of
herbalists and a representative of the Batwa (wapepécable).

The monitoring scheme will also involve park stéfCRs) who will participate as

observers.

9.3 Data collection

9.3.1 Subjective focused searches

>

Prior to visiting the forest, the monitors shoulwicha brief meeting and draw up a plan
for the forest walk which should traverse the argesde MUZs where potentially
harvestable resources are known to occur.

The secretary should write the names of plant mressuwhich will be monitored on the
monitoring form.

On reaching the park boundary, the secretary shaaddrd the time when they have
entered the forest.

At the start and throughout the forest searches,ROUC chairman should ensure that
each monitor searches for and records the resowedsdisturbance data with the
secretary.

The secretary should keep tallying every time aegiyplant name is sighted and
mentioned by the monitoring group.

At intervals of about 30 minutes, the monitors stlatheck with the secretary and keep

track of the data being recorded.
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» When the monitors feel that they have adequatelycked for the resources on their list,
they should agree to end the search and retulretodmmunity.

» While at the park boundary as they exit the foréns,secretary should record the time of
exit.

» When they get back to the community, the monitogngup should go through their data
and make sure that the data collected was welldedo

» The secretary should then transfer the data framtbnitoring forms into a logbook for
more archiving purposes and secure data storage.

9.3.2 Perception interviews

> Perception interviews will be carried out at thadiof recording off-takes after harvests.

» Ten interviews of 5 men and 5 women will be carreed by the RUC chairman and
secretary.

» The data will be recorded by the secretary in éasyemplete data sheets and later
transferred to the logbook for archiving purposes secure data storage.

» A copy of the data collected during forest walksl grerception interviews should be
given to the CCR. This data will enable park manag@ to monitor the level of
resource use and the general state of the MUZs.

9.4 Analysing and using the data by local communities

The resource users should meet before the statteoharvesting season to discuss the data
collected by the LCMGs. In the meetings, the LCM&B®uld present their findings and help
explain to resource users the extent of resouradadnility, level of resource abundance, illegal
activities encountered and resources that are asiag or have become scarce. This will help
inform resource users in choosing local areas arest resources for the next harvest.

9.5 Analysing and using the data by park managers

After receiving the monitoring forms, park managehsuld analyse the data and use the results
as a basis for discussing with resource users neamagt actions which can stop further decrease
of the affected forest resources or increase tleladility of the resources that are scarce.
During the discussions, park managers should @skle the following issues: frequency of
forest walks, number of interviews, status of amhds in availability of forest resources, large

mammal activity and illegal activities.
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9.6 Frequency of monitoring

During field trials and PRASs, the resource userd RWCs agreed to carry out the monitoring
during harvest seasons. This means that foressvialklUZs and the perception interviews will
be carried out at least twice a year.

9.7 How to motivate local community monitors

In this scheme, the local community monitors wal ¥olunteers working for free with the only
motivation being that of collaboration for the censtion and management of MUZs as
stipulated in the collaborative management agreéniowever, to help maintain motivation, it
will be necessary for park authorities to empovaeral communities by for instance allowing
them to set and regulate off-take quotas basedh@in data and facilitating them to share their

findings during cross-site visits among forest sties.

9.8 Conclusion

This monitoring tool was developed in a participgtonanner and thus includes views from
resource user groups and park managers. It is ftmereecommended for use by local

communities for monitoring forest resources in Bavim multiple use zones.
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Appendix 2

Monitoring form 1: Field data sheet for monitoring the status of resources

Date EDIr0 DYOKWEZI .......ooiieiieiiieeee e eee e e e e
Name of recorderfvahandiikal ...........ooovveeieiiiii e ———————
PariSh OMUIUKAGWANYU: .....eeeeiiiiieieee et e e e ettt ebb s e e s e e e e e e e e e e eeeeessnneaneeeennes
Local area name in MUZAOUMWACNONAOJ@...........ccooviiiiieiiiiicee e e
Time taken for forest wallknfwamara bwiire ki omwihamPa......................ccccciicciieen.

Local plant name Tally (Kozesa obuti Total number Abundance
(Eiziina kugiita ebimwareba) (Giita obuti (Obwingi
ryekirasharurwa bumwakozega bwebirasharurwa

Abundance: 2 = 10 and more “commobik@anyire), 1 = less than 10 “rarehibikye) and 0 =
“Not found” (tibiriyo)

A checklist of disturbance indicators(please mark with a cross in the box provided)

Snaredaine emitego yimwareba mwihamba?gskEego / N¢Ngaaha

Burninghaine ahu bokize mwihamha¥elsEego / No[Ndaaha

Pole cuttinghaine emiti mito yibatemire mwihanthaYesEego / NoNgaaha

Cutting big treesaine emiti mihango yibatemire mwihar?bayleskego [ NloNgaaha

Large mammals sedraine enymaishwa zimwareba mwihamb&ésEego [NbNgaaha

Signs of large mammalsine obumanyiso bwenymaishwa bumwareba mwihdmitesEego []
/ NoNgaaha

Poles cuttinglandiika amaziina nemibaaro g’emiti mito etemiwre)

36



Big trees cuttinglandiika amaziina nemibaaro g’emiti mihango eteneijvr
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Vi.

Vii.

Monitoring form 2: Perception interview guide (for 5 women and 5 men after harvest)

Date EDIro DYOKWEZI .......cooeieiiiiiiiee s
Name of recorderofvahandiikagl ............ooovveimiiiiiiii e
Name of resource collectapWasharurg.............ccoovvvveveiiiiiiiiiiii e

Parish OMUIUKAQWANYUD: ......uueeeiiiiiee et eee e e e et e s e e e e e eeaaees

Did you find any snares in the parkine emitego yimwareba omwihamb#@sEegd ]
No Ngaahg ]
How many snare did you find? Emitego nengahi.....................
Were there any burnt sites in the pakkihe ahu bokize omwihamb&®sEegd_| No
Ngaaha[ ]
How many burnt sites did you see (Ahahire nihan@ahi.................
Were there any cut trees in the pakkihe emiti yibatemire omwihamBa¥esEego[]
No Ngaahd ]
How many cut trees? Emiti etemire Nengahi?. . ..oooeeeeeiiiiviiiiiinnnnnnn.
Did you see any large mammals or their sign inMit&? Hiine enyamaishwa ninga
obumanyiso bwazo buwareba omwihambyaesEego ] NoNgaahal

If yes, name thenmNliziiha kandi nizingaki?
What have you collected this season? For each liem,long has it taken you to collect the
resource? (Less than % hour, % hour, 1 hr, 2 huss,3nore than 3 hourdjandiika
amaziina g'ebiwasharuura nobwiire buwatwara omulshlaruura (Torana omuri ebi:
tikyahika kicweka kyeshaaha, kyatwara ekicwekahaadsa, eshaaha emwe, eshaaha ibiri,
eshaaha ishatu, harenga eshaaha ishatu)

1: eiziina ryekiwasharura................................ kyakutwarira bwiire ki?

2: eiziina ryekiwasharura................................ kyakutwarira bwiire ki?

3: eiziina ryekiwasharura................................ kyakutwarira bwiire ki?

4: eiziina ryekiwasharura................................ kyakutwarira bwiire ki?
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5: eiziina ryekiwasharura.............................kyakutwarira bwiire kKi?.....................
iX.  Any other thing to report? Ebindi
(0)7/0] (0] 016} Y7=T = Lo 10O PPTTPPPPRTTR

Thank you Webare munonga
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Appendix 3
Questionnaire used during interviews with RUC members and park staff

Date: Parish

Name:

Status Chairman RUC, Secretary RUC, CAM, CCW, R & MW, CCR)

1. Are you aware of the MUP plant harvest monitoriggtem? (PSPs, local community
offtake recording) (Y/N)

If yes which one(s) are you aware of?

Which type do you participate in?

List the strengths of the current system of plat/ast impact monitoring if any?

List the weaknesses/problems of the current plantdst impact monitoring systems
How can the above weaknesses be addressed?

N o g M wDd

What problems do you encounter during the curreedllcommunity plant offtake

recording for RUC)/ data analysisf¢r PA manager9

o

How can the problems be solved?

9. How have you been motivated participating in therent system of resource harvesting?
(Probe whether the resources got from the park@msidered a form of motivation; what
other forms of motivation are considered important?

10. As park managers, are you motivated in doing tladyars? Do you think that harvesting
resources is in itself motivation for the harvester participate in monitoring MUP plant
harvest?

11.Do you get/give feedback of the local communitye&irofftake recordingRUC/PA
manager-where applicable) (Y/N). How often in a year?

12.How can the RUC/PA manager be motivated to pasdteigffectively (with roles and
responsibilities fulfilled)?

13.How would you like the data/ results finally us€@?ant offtake harvest quota

increased/decreased or kept the same)?
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14.Suggest how the current monitoring system can Ipedaed (recommendations for

improving the current monitoring system)

Issues discussed during PRA

1. Roles responsibilities of different stakeholdersha MUP

2. How can local communities (RU groups) be involvegliant harvest monitoring?

3. How can resource user groups be empowered to ipatedn plant harvest monitoring

4. ITFC’s two methods of assessing plant abundan8Ni? (Subjective focused searches
and random plot methods)

5. Any lessons from ITFCs two methods for a local camity monitoring tool?

6. How should the analyzed data be used by the lasahwnities and UWA in adjusting
annual forest resource offtake quotas?

7. Analyzed results from plant off-takes recorded ligy different forest resource user
groups of BINP

8. Strengths/weaknesses/problems with forest resaifiake recording

9. Who should be recording forest resource off-takes?

10.Who should be keeping the records?

11.Who should be analyzing the data?

12. Any motivation/incentive issues in stakeholderswimg and accepting their roles and

responsibilities in the MU monitoring programme?
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